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1. ^ The amendment filed on 12 March 2008 under 37 CFR 1.312 has been considered, and has been: 

a) □ entered. 

b) □ entered as directed to matters of form not affecting the scope of the invention. 

c) □ disapproved because the amendment was filed after the payment of the issue fee. 

Any amendment filed after the date the issue fee is paid must be accompanied by a petition under 37 CFR 1 .31 3(c)(1 ) 
and the required fee to withdraw the application from issue. 

d) ^ disapproved. See explanation below. 

e) □ entered in part. See explanation below. 

Applicant argues that claims 7-12 depended from claim 1 , and so should be restored as allowed claims. The examiner 
disagrees with Applicant's conclusion. Claim 1 claims "the flow regulator includes a first valve having. ..a second surface that 
is acted upon by a back pressure in the return circuit" (last 3 lines), which reads on the embodiment of fig 2. Claim 7 claims 
"the flow regulator includes three shifting stages" (line 2), which reads on the embodiment of fig 5. There is no embodiment 
with a regulator which includes the above limitation of claim 1 and the above limitation of claim 7. Although claim 7 is 
supposed to depend from claim 1, it clearly can not, since it is not supported by the specification. And therefore the 
canceling of claims 7-12, as being directed to a non-elected species, is upheld. 
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